I expressed my uneasiness at his giving me so often the appellation of Yahoo, an odious animal for which I had so utter a hatred and contempt .... upon my arrival hither I was as much astonished to see the Houyhnhnms act like rational beings, as he or his friends could be in finding some marks of reason in a creature he was pleased to call a Yahoo, to which I owned my resemblance in every part, but could not account for their degenerate and brutal nature [IV, iii; italics mine].
Gulliver resents being called a Yahoo, as any normal human being would; yet he confesses to a resemblance which is forced upon him. To be sure, he is aware of physical differences which distinguish him from the Yahoos. The horses are too. Yet these very differences are turned against him. The master horse takes away with the left hand-or hoof-what he gives with the right. He concedes, as Gulliver reports, that "I differed indeed from other Yahoos, being much more cleanly, and not altogether so deformed, but in point of real advantage he thought I differed for the worse" (IV, iv). The master horse continues, speaking of Gulliver: That my nails were of no use either to my fore or hinder-feet; as to my for.,.feet, he could not properly call them by that name, for he never observed me to walk upon them; that they were too soft to bear the ground; that I generally went with them uncovered, neither was the covering I sometimes wore on them of the same shape or so strong as that on my feet behind. That I could not walk with any security, for if either of my hinder-feet slipped, I must inevitably fall. He then began to find fault with other parts of my body, the !Iatness of my face, the prominence of my nose, my eyes placed directly in front, so that I could not look on either side without turning my head; that I was not able to feed myself without lifting one of my for.,.feet to my mouth; and therefore nature had placed those joints to answer that necessity. He knew not what could be the use of those several clefts and divisions in my feet behind; that these were too soft to bear the hardness and sharpness of stones without a covering made from the skin of some other brute; that my whole body wanted a fence against heat and cold, which I was forced to put on and off every day with tediousness and trouble [IV, iv] .
Gulliver does not deny the justness of these observations, nor can any human being when he keeps in mind that the master horse is speaking of real advantages rather than imaginary ones. So one might conclude from this, if Gulliver is mad, so is everyone else.
Even such a supposedly distinctive mark of human excellence as a sophisticated speech is in reality a black mark against humankind. As the master horse again points out, .. . the use of speech was to make us understand one another, and to receive information of facts; now if anyone said the thing which was not, these ends were defeated; because I cannot be said to understand him; and I am so far from receiving information, that he leaves me worse than in ignorance, for I am led to believe a thing black when it is white, and short when it is long. And these were all the notions he had concerning that faculty of lying so perfectly well understood among human creatures [IV, iv; latter italics mine].
Gulliver knows, as we all know, that speech exists, presumably, to "make us understand one another, and to receive information of facts." Yet we all know that, oddly enough, lying is commOn. Is this evidence of madness?
The remarks of the master horse upon the use of speech are, of course, the beginning of a series of attacks on, what appear to be at least, human perversions of reason. At this point Cchapters v If.) One can hardly avoid recalling the famous "Digression on Madness" in the Tale of a Tub as an early illustration of a powerful Swiftian technique. To consider but One example, in the "Digression," the reader is treated to a description of one "student" who is "tearing his straw in piece-meal, swearing and blaspheming, biting his grate, foaming at the mouth, and emptying his piss-pot in the spectators' faces .... " The comparison is then made with a military man: "Let the right worshipful the commissioners of inspection give him a regiment of dragoons, and send him into Flanders with the rest." The conclusion the reader is invited to make is not that the occupant of this apartment should be given a military command-that is patently absurd-but that military commanders should be in Bedlam." In Gulliver's Travels, as in the early work, the narrator describes what he sees, or has seen; makes or invites comparisons; and invites conclusions on the basis of his comparisons. So when the supposedly demented Gulliver reports to the master horse "the usual causes or motives that made one country go to war with another," a long list of perfectly inadequate reasons (chapter v) follows, and the master horse, in his commentary upon European manners (chapter vii), sees a similarity between European occasions for lighting and those of the familiar Yahoos:
.. . the dissensions of those brutes in his country were owing to the same cause with ours ... . For (said he) you throw among five Yahoos as much food as would be sufficient for fifty, they will, instead of eating peaceably, fall together by the ears, each single one impatient to have all to itself . ... At other times the like battles have been fought between the Yahoos of several neighborhoods without any visible cause; those of one district watching all opportunities to surprise the next before they are prepared. But if they lind their project hath miscarried, they return home, and, for want of enemies, engage in what I [Gulliver] call a civil war among themselves [IV, vii] .
The master horse makes a series of such comparisons but leaves it to Gulliver to determine how far various deSCriptions of the character of the Yahoos might be applicable to the character of Europeans. As for Gulliver, "it was easy to apply the character he gave of the Yahoos to myself and my countrymen .... " He sees that the Yahoos light for the same ridiculous reasons, or lack of them, as "civilized" men do, although the Yahoos "seldom were able to kill one another, for want of such convenient instruments of death as we had invented." Gulliver concludes:
When I thought of my family, my friends, my countrymen, or human race in general, I considered them as they really were, Yahoos in shape and disposition, perhaps a little more civilized, and quali6ed with the gift of speech, but making no other use of reason than to Improve and multrply those VIces whereof their brethen in this country had only the share that nature allotted them [IV, xl. Now the question is, whether Gulliver's conclusion is the concl;"sion of a madman. Unless I am mistaken, there is some small grain of satire in Gulliver's Travels, and so one must consider, not whether the resemblances which Gulliver sees-or is helped to see-are exactly true and true in every case, but whether the resemblances he sees are sufliciently accurate to justify his making identifications. Do the "shining stones of several colours" and the Yahoos' senseless passion for them resemble precious stones and human avarice or do they not? Does the favourite of the leading Yahoo, in his nature, in his conduct, and in his fate, resemble the favourite of a European court in his nature, in his conduct, and in his fate, or does he not? Does the conduct of a Yahoo who is "young and fat" and wanting for nothing resemble the spleen in the "lazy, the luxurious, and the rich" among humans, or does it not? Does the behaviour of female Yahoos toward a female stranger resemble the commOn behaviour of women toward a new arrival of their own sex or does it not? To say that such comparisons are exaggerated and that therefore whoever accepted them as justified was somehow out of his senses is to misapprehend rather completely the nature of satire. No one, to my knowledge, has maintained that George Orwell was mad when he compared the Bolsheviks with pigs in Animal Farm, or that Milton was insane when he referred to the prelates of the Church of England as a "grim wolf with privy paw." By such reasoning all satire would be the work of madmen.
Nonetheless, one virtuoso would have it that "Gulliver's account to his Houyhnhnm master in chapters v and vi of a European society made up of wholly vicious people, particularly doctors, lawyers, rulers, and statesmen, is clearly the result of his eyes being blinded and his understanding perverted . .. by the perfection of the Houyhnhnms .. .. it is clear that Swift did not present chapters v and vi as an accurate picture of European SOCiety.'" In refutation of the thesis that Gulliver was a "humourist," as this critic puts it, and consequently that his mind is disturbed, one need simply recall the numerous conversations which Gulliver held with the enlightened King of Brobdirignag. In these talks Gulliver describes European society as an interested party and tries to place it in the best possible light. Yet, no reader, unless he is a modem critic, can question the accuracy of the Giant King's famous conclusion:
... by what I have gathered from your own Relation, and the Answers I have with much Pains wringed and extorted from you; I cannot but conclude the Bulk of your Natives, to be the most pernicious Race of little odious Vermin that Nature ever suffered to crawl upon the Surface of the Earth.
In brief, the King of Brobdingnag and the master horse are brothers under the skin so far as their opinions of the human race are concerned. In fact, they differ only in their forms. If then the conclusions of the Giant King are sane conclusions and if the conclusions of the master horse are substantially those of the giant's, what reason is there to suppose that Gulliver has suddenly gone mad when he adopts the conclusions of the horses?
Again, are we to imagine that Gulliver was out of his mind when he described the bizarre types of Book III-the really crazy mathematicians, musicians, projectors, and the rest? These are, it need hardly be said, types of Swift's contemporaries which Gulliver presents in a most unRattering light. In sum, the first three quarters of Gulliver's Travels is an exposure of human folly and vice which even the most hysterical apologists for mankind have swallowed without difficulty. Why then should they choke at Book IV, in which Swift continues the attack? Or, in other words, why should Gulliver be branded as insane when he simply arrives at conclusions about his own kind which any intelligent reader will have made long before?"
The prime purpose of the foregOing discussion was to attempt the rehabilitation of Lemuel Gulliver. He was not mad. His conclusions that civilized Europeans are really Yahoos in body and mind, with the added attraction that they are even worse, are valid in terms of the book. Without going so far as saying that Gulliver is Swift,' one still may conclude that Gulliver's conclusions are Swift's conclusions. So unless we would have Swift mad too, perhaps we should agree that Gulliver knew what he was talking about.
II
A number of recent commentators" have decided that the horses, allegedly admirable, are, in fact, not so. On the basis of what proof they have to offer of this assertion, they make a number of conclusions, among which are, first, that Gulliver's admiration of them is evidence of his madness; second, that Swift is attacking the kind of pride in man "which convinces him that he can live by the light of his unaided reason";" third, that man is superior to both Houyhnhnms and Yahoos in being potentially salvageable; fourth, that the horses represent an impossible ideal. It is evident that if it can be shown that the horses were in fact to be admired, the first three of the above inferences can be leveled at a stroke. And this is what will be attempted in this section of the paper.
To begin, what are the horses like? They are handy with the needle; they can build houses; they raise crops; but above all, they are completely rational and are gUided by reason in all branches of equine affairs. But what is this much-vaunted reason? It is variously defined, but a definition which was common to Swift's generation and corresponds to the reason of the horses, as we shall see, is this: it is a faculty which makes right judgments instantaneously and without regard to interest. The laws of reason "are always and everywhere the same, and like the axioms of mathematics they have only to be presented in order to be acknowledged as just and right by all men."" This kind of reason is not characterized by intricate logical processes which are subject to error and useful for purposes of deception. As Locke asserts: "Reason is easier to be understood, than the fancies and intricate contrivances of men, following contrary and hidden interests put into words."
When the master Houyhnhnm says "nature and reason were sufficient guide for a reasonable animal ..
. in shOWing us what we ought to do, and what to avoid" he is repeating what Locke had already said:
The state of nature has a law of nature to govern it, which obliges everyone; and reason, which is that law, teaches all mankind, who will but consult it, that being all equal and independent, no one ought to harm another in his life, health, liberty, or possessions. l8 In other words, the laws of reaSOn are not only self-evident but beneficent as well. This being the case, the master Houyhnhnm, being a rational animal, cannot understand how anyone could be ruined by the law: " ... he was at a loss how it should COme to pass, that the law which was intended for every man's preservation, should be any man's ruin" (IV, v). The explanation is of course that human reaSOn is perverted, that men follow "contrary and hidden interests put into words." Men substitute a sham for the real thing because their passions [read "vices"] prohibit its operation. Gulliver speaks as if in evidence of Locke's assertion: "I said there was a SOCiety of men among us, bred up from their youth in the art of proving by words multiplied for the purpose, that white is black, and black is white, according as they are paid" (IV, v) .
If the noble Houyhnhnms are in reality absurd, or at least deficient, in being completely rational animals, and if this is Swift's whole point, their absurdity or defiCiency, one would think, ought to be evident. One present-day commentator>' finds them cold, lacking in pity and benevo-lence, self-satisfied, and arrogant. Are they indeed so? When Gulliver arrives in Houyhnhnm Land, the first two horses he meets stroke him with their hooves, but one of them "squeezed it [Gulliver's hand] so hard between his hoof and pastern, that I was forced to roar; after which they both touched me with all possible tenderness" (IV, 0. When Gulliver is on the road to the master horse's house his guide allows him to rest when he grows tired. Later, the master horse "very graciously consented" to keep the secret of Gulliver's clothes. When Gulliver is brought into the company of his master's guests ( other horses of course) they are required to treat him "with civility."" Our critic's charitable feelings are offended most of all by the heartless banishment of Gulliver. She, like Gulliver, thinks "it might consist with reason to have been less rigorous." The fact of the matter is however that the master horse showed, possibly, more compassion than was becoming in a completely rational being. He hesitates to tell Gulliver of the decision of the council. He was "at a loss how to begin what he had to speak." The master horse admitted that "for his own part he could have been content to keep me in his service as long as I lived." Even though it is plain to the Houyhnhnm that Gulliver is a menace (he needed only to be "exhorted" after all by his fellow horses), yet he shows compassion for him, not only in words but in deeds: he allows him two months in which to prepare a boat, for he does not wish him to drown. This may seem an iron kind of benevolence, but in the circumstances, it would have consisted with reason to have exterminated Gulliver, Yahoo-more or less-that he was.
Apparently this same critic refuses to accept as fact that "friendship and benevolence are the two principal virtues among the Houyhnhnms, and these not confined to particular objects, but universal to the whole race . . .. They will have it that nature teaches them to love the whole species . ... " (IV, viii). There is really no point in disputing this because it is as much a "fact" as the horses' ability to speak. Nor does it seem entirely irrelevant to point out that just such a benevolence is supposedly at the heart of Christian teaching and that hospitality towards strangers was an obligation among the ancients. The horses were indeed lacking in the kind of restricted benevolence displayed by doting parents for their own possibly ugly, sullen brats; but which is to be more admired, a benevolence in which "reason only ... maketh a distinction of persons, where there is a superior degree of virtue" or the kind which operates only when it sees its own likeness reproduced, and for no other conceivable cause?" Is the practice of eugenics, a rational practice, admirable or no? Is it admirable to produce defective human beings or whole ones? Is the absence of "jealousy, fondness, quarreling, or discontent" in marriage admirable because of the operation of a general benevolence dictated by reason, or is it better that husbands and wives should plague each other and replace a transitory fondness with a snarling possessiveness? Is it admirable that the education of women should be so strictly limited that they are "good for nothing but bringing children into the world" and "to trust the care of our children to such useless animals ... yet a greater instance of brutality"" or is it not? Is it admirable to accept death calmly when there is no avoiding it anyway, or is it admirable to moan and wail to no purpose?"
If it is granted, on the basis of a contrast between the ways of the Houyhnhnms and the well-known ways of mankind, that the ways of the former are to be admired, it does not follow that Gulliver is mentally disturbed for admiring them; nor does it follow that Swift is attacking the notion that the light of the unaided reason is a sufficient guide for human conduct, for the very simple reason that the only alternative in sight is in itself absurd. I refer, of course, to the ways of men and Yahoos. Nor, again, does it follow that man is superior to the horses because he may be saved. In fact there seems to be no connection whatever between any kind of judgment on the horses and man's ultimate destination, if any. One of the striking facts about Gulliver's Travels is that there is almost no mention of religion in it. It would seem that if Swift were bent on pointing out salvation as a peculiar property of mankind, he would have done so. Instead, he treats abstruse theological issues ' > as absurd and mentions no other kind. Those critics who make such an inference are simply leaping into a void, supplying the links between horses and the Kingdom of Heaven out of such airy materials as they discover in their own predispositions.
III
It has been said that the horses represent an impossible ideal, and thus indicate not only Gulliver's madness in admiring them;· but "the bankruptcy of the 'natural' man" as well. To begin an answer to such questions, why are the Houyhnhnms ~vhat they are; that is, why are they horses?" They are horses rather than some other animal, perhaps for various reasons, but the most obvious reaSOn is that Swift wished to make the inversion of the normal masterservant relationship. This would have been impossible were his rational ·creatures dogs, let us say, or foxes, or skunks. Why should Swift want to make such an inversion? What purpose <could such a procedure serve? Presumably it has something to do with what Swift was bent on saying. Need one be reminded that Aristotle, long ago, defined man as a rational animal, and this, his rationality, .distinguished him, as no other consideration could, from the other animals? What then is the implication in the sole fact of making the inversion of the normal master-servant relationship? It is, most clearly, to deprive man of his vaunted rationality, because the rational animal must be the master. Does this mean then that horses are rational animals? Or that one is to take seriously the ordinarily non-horselike {;haracteristics ascribed to the Houyhnhnms? Obviously not. The whole point of inverting the normal man-animal relation is not to elevate animals at the cost of humanity, as Montaigne might have done, but to deBate man's notion of himself by stripping him of his proudest pos-
session.
By way of making this clearer, if need be, allow me to analyse brieBy the objections which a recent critic has made (and this is irony indeed ) to the alleged pride of the horses themselves." When the master horse finds fault with Gulliver's body, this critic argues, he is displaying a pride or arrogance of his own. Bur wherein lies the defect of the horses' {;riticism? Man prides himself on his uprigh t carriage-he does not walk around on all fours; yet why is such a posture superior to going on all fours? In brief, this is not evidence of a fault ( pride or arrogance) in the borses, but simply evidence that human notions about the inevitable superiority of their Own shapes are groundless. Human beings are arrogant, not the horses .
. In fact this critic is falling into the very conceit that Swift is attacking, man's notion of the HHuman Form Divine," to borrow Mr. Quintana's expression; that is, the vanity that humans are somehow "nobler" in their anatomies than animals are. Are we to suppose that when we read about the hideous compleXions of the Brobdingnagians that Swift is bent on finding fault with giants?
This is further evidence that the horses are not to be taken as models of a superior kind of existence. In the first place, such creatures obviously do not exist. In the second place, no one would be likely to identify himself, or wish to identify himself, with a horse. The whole point of the existence of the horses is to show, not that men should be like horses, but that men are not what they like to think they are: rational beings.
IV
The following conclusions appear to be justified from the foregoing considerations. Human beings, except for minor differences, look like and behave like Yahoos. They differ primarily in having a trace of reason, which they use for bad ends ( they pervert it), and thus are worse than the Yahoos. Human beings like to think of themselves as rational creatures, but if they really were rational creatures, they would think and behave as the horses do. But they do not. By thus attributing rationality to a non-human species Swift does not succeed in convincing us of the superiority of horses, in this respect, to human beings (it is evident that such a race of horses is entirely imaginary) but simply that man is not rational. Rationality is desirable, however, even though unattainable. By making the horses, a non·human animal, rational, Swift has produced a double insult, or double attack, upon mankind, in its physical being and in its mental being, and has, on the one hand, obliged humans to identify themselves with disgusting animals, and on the other hand, has precluded the possibility of humans' identifying themselves with horses.
V
Another critic, less inclined to fill old bottles with new wine than some, has argued that Swift is one with Gulliver through nine chapters of Book IV, but parts company with him in the last three, leaving Gulliver alone in his dementia. Our unfortunate traveller, so runs the argument, after his exposure to the ways of the horses, is incapable of distinguishing between the truly Yahoo-like features of human beings and their more praiseworthy traits. Not to mention Gulliver's own blameless family, Pedro de Mendez, albeit a man, is clearly a decent fellow, yet Gulliver can scarcely tolerate him.
Is this surprising? After his experiences, it is only natural that Gulliver should see Mendez as a Yahoo. Gulliver's response to his own kind is no more to be wondered at than the response of the man returning to Plato's cave after a vision of Reality, as R. S. Crane has suggested, or St. Paul's condition after his heavenly illumination, to borrow from George Sherburn." Nor is Gulliver so mad that he is unaware of the Portuguese captain's good qualities. He simply cannot reconcile himself to his body. He smells like a Yahoo. The association between physical qualities and moral ones, even though unfair to Mendez, is understandable in the light of Gulliver's recent experiences. Indeed, the presence of a "good Yahoo" is essential to Swift's artistry. What better means could Swift have employed than to have Gulliver swooning and stuffing his nose with tobacco leaves in order to express his loathing of the human race? The very extremity of Gulliver's conduct emphasizes the hopeless distance between even the best human beings and rational creatures.
If one wishes to argue, not unreasonably, that Pedro de Mendez is an exception to the general repulsiveness of mankind, he can find support in Swift's own comments upon Book IV. For example, in a letter to the Reverend Thomas Sheridan, dated September 11, 1725, he advises: "Therefore sit down and be quiet, and mind your business as you should do, and contract your friendships, and expect no more from man than such an animal is capable of, and you will every day find my description of Yahoos more resembling."" The admonition "contract your friendships" implies that there are some decent persons in the world-who would deny it? Similarly, Swift has remarked, "Oh! if the world had but a dozen Arbuthnots in it, I would bum my If Swift's revelatory comment on the human race is indeed to be found at the end of Book IV, then one should look at the end of Book IVchapters x and xi are not the end. In chapter xii Gulliver is clearly impugning the motives of colonial powers in an unquestionably Swiftian way. In so doing, he is accepting what he was unwilling to accept in earlier voyages, in which he is plainly naif. Gulliver's final comment, beyond any reasonable doubt, has Swift's trademark upon it. Here is Swift's technique and, I submit, an explicit statement of what Gulliver's Travels is about:
My reconcilement to the Yahoo-kind in general might not be so difficult, if they would be content with those vices and follies only which nature hath entitled them to. I am not in the least provoked at the sight of a lawyer, a pick-pocket, a colonel, a fool, a lord, a gamester, a politician, a whore-master, a physician, an evidence, a suborner, an attorney, a traitor, or the like; this is all according to the due course of things: but when I behold a lump of defOrmity and diseases both in body and mind, smitten with pride, it immediately breaks all the measures of my patience; neither shall I be ever able to comprehend how such an animal and such a vice could tally together ... and therefore I here entreat those who have any tincture of this absurd vice, that they will not presume to come in my sight.
Gulliver does regard himself as somewhat foolish, but not because he has been unjust to mankind. 21 have taken the liberty throughout this paper to use the word "mad" as a synonym for "ridiculous," "humorous" (in the Jonsonian sense), ''blinded,'' "confused," etc. , because critics who have applied such terms to Gulliver all agree that he was out of his mind. I see no reason for further confusing an already thricc-confounded issue by cutting the feather over words meant to be more or less synonymous.
8"1 was amazed to see such actions and behavior in brute beasts, and concluded with myself, that if the inhabitants of this country were endued with a proportionable degree of reason, they must needs be the wisest people upon earth." Gulliver's Travels, ed. Robert B. Heilman (New York: Modern Library, 1950), IV, i. All further references to Gulliver's Travels will be to trus edition of the work. 4The word Hperfect" here is obviously not to be understood in a complimentary sense, but as a synonym for "complete" or "lacking in nothing" characteristic of a Yahoo. 5Kathleen Williams, "Gulliver's Voyage to the H ouyhnhnms," ELH, XVIII (1951 ) , 276.
oSee also "An Essay on Modern Education," in Satires and Personal Writings, ed. W. A. Eddy (London, 1932) , 78-9, for the aptness of the original description.
'Kelling, 371-2. sIn further refutation of this novel thesis, one may point to the fact that it cannot be determined at what point in his sojourn in H ouyhnhnm Land Gulliver made his reports about conditions in Europe. The contents of chapters v and vi are a "summary of the most material points which were discussed at several times for above two years." It can· not therefore be determined with any accuracy to what degree Gulliver had become enamoured of the H ouyhnhnms when he reported on European affairs, nor, conse· quent1y, what such an influence may have had upon his report. It is certain, however, that chapter v is an early chapter of the book. Assuming that Swift was something of an artist and that Gul1iver's "humour" was to be the key to a reader's reacting rightly to the fourth voyage, how can it be explained that Gulliver does not appear to be dazzled. by the virtues of the horses at the beginning of chapter v? And even if he is, how could any reader understand why he should be when the admirable qualities of the Houyhnhnms are scarcely revealed before chapters vii, viii, and ix? In sympathy wi th Mr. Kelling on the score of Gulliver's madness is Mr. S. A. Nock (UNot a Yahoo," SRL, VIII [July 16, 1932J, 801) . Mr. Nock refers to "the old misinterpretation of Gulliver" ( the one expounded in this paper) and goes on to say" . . . only when Gulliver had been subjected to an overdose of Houyhnhnm Humanism was he mad 19 1 refer of course to the Big-Endian controversy and to the reasons for wars in chapter v of the fourth book of the Travels. 
